I find our concern about the lack of application of qualitative inquiry, and our own self-doubt about qualitative research, rather amusing. If we take time to look at the foundations of social science disciplines, we find that these disciplines are embedded with knowledge that is derived from the work of the early qualitative researchers. Moreover, this contribution constitutes the basis of our own work. This fact becomes evident if you look at those who have made their way into your citation lists over the years, consider whom you have discussed in class under the rubric of epistemological foundations, and who have authored the books on your shelves, wellthumbed and with the bindings broken.
Your list of these professors and researchers, who probably made their contributions prior to 1970, would differ slightly from mine, for our lists depend on our discipline, research interests, and the qualitative methods that we use. Nevertheless, here is my list:
You will notice my list is heavily anthropological, and it is mostly ethnographic. Here, I would like to discuss the contributions of two of these professors, Jean Piaget and Elizabeth Kubler Ross, and consider how, without the benefit of meta-analysis and databases, their contributions lasted the test of time.
Jean Piaget (1896 Piaget ( -1980 : Jean Piaget's work forms the foundation of our understanding of infant development. He may be classified as an ethologist, with his most important work consisting of microanalytic observations and naturalistic experiments conducted on his own two daughters, and meticulously recorded in his diary. He mainly published in books, and these books remain in print today. Later in his career he had a cadre of graduate students, and his photographs on the Web show him as a lively and interesting gentleman.
There is no question that Piaget's research was groundbreaking: His observations about infant behavior were highly original; his work has been replicated on millions of infants and is the basis of tests that have been normalized by age. Moreover, Piaget labeled his concepts and built theory from his work. He made no apology about sample size-we could consider the number of observations, rather than the number of subjects, as his n-and no apology for the fact that he was observing his own daughters. There is no criticism of the fact that, as was the custom in his time, his work was primarily published in book form (and was therefore not subject to prepublication peer review); it survived translation to English and moved across international boundaries. To his credit, his work is so well accepted that it continues to be reported extensively in students' texts. His contribution remains Piaget's; it has not been meta-analyzed and merged with the work of others, nor have more recent authors' names replaced his in the citation game. He is truly a giant in academia, and-don't forget-a qualitative researcher! Elizabeth Kubler-Ross (1926 -2004 : Dr. Kubler-Ross mainly conducted her research at the University of Colorado School of Medicine. As was the practice in medicine at that time, she used her own patients and their loved ones as her "subjects," and later in her career conducted counseling sessions with medical students observing through a one-way mirror. I do not know how she "collected her data." Of importance to this discussion, her main contributions were published as trade books, and her theory immediately filled a niche and was accepted by the public at large. However, we do find an article, a synopsis of her theory, later published in the American Journal of Medicine, and under the same title as her book. A qualitative article-can you imagine! Unfortunately, her work has recently been challenged. Some authors feel she did not give enough credit to others, and that her theory is too linear. However, we cannot dispute the fact that her work had extensive influence and still has a profound impact on the way we consider how people respond to dying.
Both of these researchers are Swiss, but perhaps that is coincidental. Neither had the advantage of methodological training, workshops, and texts that researchers have today; neither had methodological mentors to show them the way. One important thing they had in common was publication. The lack of publishing opportunities and the tendency of salary and promotion committees to give credit only for refereed work are forcing qualitative researchers to publish articles rather than monographs. Limitations on the length of these articles dilute the quality of the work and often force the splitting of a theory into segments-an action that is antithetical to qualitative holism.
Most importantly, their work was not dismissed with, "It's only a qualitative study!" Our methods have developed since that time, our methods should now have greater "power," our work should be more influential. But it is not. What happened?
In a nutshell, what happened between the 1970s and the 1990s was the computer revolution. The most significant factor accompanying the increasing speed and capacity of microcomputers was the ability of quantitative researchers to easily process large data sets. Regardless of our mantra that qualitative and quantitative methods should not compete, sadly, quantitative researchers heaped scorn on qualitative researchers, discrediting it because of its unsophisticated methods, "zippo" power, and feeble generalizability. In the 1990s, our work was discarded with, "It's only a qualitative study!" Qualitative researchers have been very slow to respond to these criticisms. Our methods were poorly developed (primarily learned by apprenticeships and trial by fire) and our texts scant and inadequate, and this is the major reason that the IIQM (International Institute for Qualitative Methods) was established. In the 10 years since its inception, the IIQM pulled qualitative researchers together internationally, lobbied for and established journals, provided a forum for teaching and dissemination, and challenged major criticisms-in short, it provided a means to develop a major and significant form of inquiry.
But we are not "there" yet. The major criticism remaining from quantitative researchers is that of generalizability-and this has not been adequately answered by qualitative researchers. It is generalizability that is at the heart of "usefulness"-for if our work is not generalizable, it is useless, and we may as well pack up and go home right now.
But there is perhaps one more thing that we may learn from those who paved the way for us; that is, the importance of publishing qualitative inquiry in books. We can change the review criteria used for our review by salary and promotion committees; we can lobby our publishers for monograph outlets for our research; we can support our publishers and purchase qualitative monographs that are available. And let us not tolerate hearing, even one more time, "That's only a qualitative study!" Janice M. Morse Editor Note 1. An earlier version of this editorial was presented as Thinking Qualitatively, keynote address for the International Institute for Qualitative Methods, Edmonton, Alberta, Canada, July 8, 2007.
